does not appear that the Inhabitants were excluded, and when they were refuſed and kept 
Voting by the Uſurpation of the Mayor and Burgeſſes, they had very few Opportunities till the 
Revolution to recover their Right, and it's pretty well known how in the Year 1689, on a De- 
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HE Queſtion is concerning the Right of Election: The Petitioners inſiſt it is in the Mayor, 
Burgeſſes and Inhabitants ; the Sitting Members ſay, it is in the Mayor and Burgeſſes 
only ; and it is agreed, if in the latter, the Sitting Members have the Majority; and if 
tbe former, the Petitioners. „„ e 25 

This Burough is allowed to be a Corporation by Preſcription, but never ſent Members to par- 
liament till 26® Elz. at which Time, as appears by the Records, they returned Two Members 


per Majorem, AB. C D. Burgenſes E F. G H. & cateros de Communitate. 


28 Eli. 
30 Eliz, 8 . 5 . PD | 
39® Eli. Eadem forma, by the Mayor, Burgeſſes and Inhabitants; | 


43° Flix. 1 | 

1* Jacobi 1, by the Mayor and Burgeſſes therein named. 

18 Facobi ii 

21 Jacobi 1! 5 

1 

3* Caroli 1 i * Eadem forma, 

15 Caroli 1m! : | 
16* Carol; mi . e © 3 > 

It is to be obſerved, that this Difference of the Returns of King James from thoſe of Queen £1;z; 


is only a Difference in Form; for that the Perſons, moſt of them who are named as Burgeſſes here, 


were the very ſame Perſons who were called de Communitate in the former Returns, and the Inha- 
bitants did continue to Vote in moſt of theſe Elections for any Thing that appears to the contrary. 
It is objected, That by the Word Communitas in theſe firſt Returns, is to be underſtood the 
Mayor and Burgeſſes only, and not the Inhabitants; and that the leaving out of the Word 
Communitas in the latter Returns ſhows the Inhabitants did not join in thoſe Elections. 
To which it's Anſwer' d, That this Objection was never made when this Matter was formerly 
controverted ; and it's plain beyond all Diſpute, that by the firſt Returns the Word Communitas muſt 
be taken to comprehend the Comonalty, and can't be confined to the Society of the Mayor and 


Burgeſſes only who have the Government of the Corporation; for the Word Burgenſes would have 


been ſufficient of it ſelf without the Word Communitas to deſcribe all the Burgeſſes: And as the 


Word Commimitas in theſe firſt Returns can mean nothing but the Inhabitants, who are thereby di- 


ſtinguiſhed from the Burgeſſes, ſo the Word #»rgerſes in the later Returns muſt be nnderſtood to 
comprehend and take in the Inhabitants as being Burgers, living within the ſaid Borough, 
who continued to Vote in theſe Elections as they had done in the former, tho? not ſo particu- 
larly deſcribed in theſe later Returns: And it appears by divers Reſolutions of this Houſe, in the 
Caſe of Bridport, Bridgewater and others, that where the Inhabitants Originally had a Right of 
Electing, the Word Burgenſes in their old Returns, is taken and underſtood to comprehend the 
Inhabitants, and cannot be confined to thoſe Capital or other Burgeſſes only who have the 


Government of. the Corporation. { | : 

Now as the Right of Election in this Burough was Originally in the Inhabitants, and that no- 
thing but Preſeription and a conſtant Uſage beyond Memory (which can't be pretended by the 
Sitting Members) can take it from them; ſo it may very juſtly be preſumed, that they continued 


to make. uſe of this Right (as in fact they did) for many Years after the Forms of the Returns were 
altered; for by the Town-Books, which began in the Year 1613, and contain the Acts of the 
Corporation down to this Time, there is no Entry made of the Election of Members for Parlia- 
ment until the Fear 1639, which, if the Act of the Corporation only, would have been incerted 
therein; and even by that Book (which they did not think fit to produce at the gras, > it 


rom 


vice of ſome Perſons on the other Side, their Attempt was at that Time render'd fruitleſs, and a 
Recovery (as it were) ſuffered of their Privileges, which is now offered in Evidence againſt 


them; this was the firſt Time that Matter came in Queſtion, and the next Determination was in 
the Parliament of 1695. | 


| It has been Objected, That it would be a dangerous precedent to revive Dormiant Rights of 
Election in Buroughs, which have moſt of them varied from their ancient Conſtitution, 
if compared with the old Returns. - | | 
In Anſwer to this, which ſeemed an Argument of the greateſt Weight againſt the Petitioners, 
they ſay, That the Returns of moſt of the Buroughs which have not Charters, being narrowly in- 
ſpected, it appears that this Aſſertion is altogether groundleſs; for that there is no Burough or 
Corporation by Preſcription, which formerly returned in the Form of the firſt Returns of this 
Burough, but do at this Day chooſe by the Inhabitants, and divers of them have been reſtor'd 


to the ancient Rights of Election after many Years diſuſe, as in the Caſes of Warwick, Colcheſter, 


Briaport, Preſton, Ludlow, Northampton, Reading, Ailesbury, Agmondeſham, Penryn, Boſton, Bridge- 


water, Shaſfsbury, Southampton, New-Windſor, and others. 


And the reſtoring the Inhabitants of this Town to their ancient Right of Election, will be ſo 
far from affecting or injuring any Burough, where the Right was Originally in a ſele& Number, 
that it will add to their Security, by ſhowing what Regard this Houſe has to the ancient Rights, 
Liberties and Privileges of the People. I | 


